JO NT MEETI NG
BOARD OF WASHOE COUNTY COVM SSI ONERS
AND
RENO CI TY COUNCI L
THURSDAY 5:30 P.M JULY 8, 1999

Washoe County City of Reno

Jim Gal | oway, Conm ssi oner Chai rman Bill Newberg, Vice Mayor

Ted Short, Conmi ssioner Vi ce Chairman Pierre Hascheff, Council man
Joanne Bond, Conm ssi oner Sherri e Doyl e, Council man

Ji m Shaw, Commi ssi oner Tom Her ndon, Council man

Amy Harvey, County Cl erk Don Cook, City Clerk

Katy Sinmon, County Manager M ke M I ner, Deputy City Attorney

Ji m Barnes, Assistant District Attorney

The Board convened in a Joint Meeting in the Conm ssion Chanbers of the Washoe County Admi nistration Conplex, 1001 East N nth
Street, Reno, Nevada. Follow ng the pledge of allegiance to the flag of our Country, the Clerk called the roll and the Board
conducted the follow ng business:

99- 662 AGENDA

On notion by Comm ssioner Bond, seconded by Commi ssioner Short,which notion duly carried, Chairman Gall oway ordered that the
Agenda for the Board of County Conm ssioners meeting of July 8, 1999, be approved.

On notion by Council man Herndon, seconded by Council man Hascheff, which notion duly carried, Vice Mayor Newberg ordered that the
Agenda for the City Council of Reno neeting of July 8, 1999, be approved.

PUBLI C COMMENT

Sam Dehne, Reno Citizen, nade renmarks concerning the appointnment of Geno Menchetti to the Airport Authority, which he openly
opposed, noting that, to his dismy, M. Menchetti was el ected chairman. He also reiterated his strong opposition to the Airport
goi ng postal cargo and mentioned the lowrate jobs that will result if this should occur

99- 663 RENO- STEAD CORRI DOR JO NT PLAN

This was the time set in a Notice of Public Hearing published in the Reno Gazette-Journal on June 28, 1999, to consider the
recommendati on of the Washoe County Pl anni ng Conmi ssion and Reno Pl anning Conmi ssion to adopt the Reno Stead Corridor Joint Plan
a designated joint planning area, and to endorse the resolution of adoption as required by NRS 278.220. It was noted that the
Regi onal Pl anni ng Commi ssion found the Reno-Stead Corridor Joint Plan, the anended North Valleys Area Plan to reflect the textua
and graphic changes in response to the Reno-Stead Corridor Joint Plan (PHCP Case Nunber CPA99-NV-1) and the anended Reno Master
Pl an incorporating the Reno Stead Corridor Joint Plan as an el ement (PHCase No. 236-99) in conformance with the Truckee Meadows
Regi onal Pl an on June 23, 1999. It was noted that the Reno City Council and the Washoe County Conmi ssion will take independent
action on the adoption of the Joint Plan, as per NRS 278.02786.

In response to Chairman Gall oway, Jenny Brekhus, Reno City Assistant Planner, advised that design standards were di scussed and
that both entities need to adopt the sane plan and neither entity may make amendnents independently because this is a regiona
pl an.



Chai rman Gal | oway then opened the public hearing.

Cynthia Al bright, Planner, Washoe County Conmmunity Devel opnent, gave a brief overview of the Reno-Stead Corridor joint planning
process, the plan area, and the joint plan itself. She displayed a nmap showi ng the plan areas and advi sed that the plan addresses
public facilities and transportati on and that the sewer and water and transportation plans have to be devel oped. She added that it
is her belief that this is a great plan.

Ms. Brekhus noted that Grand View Terrace (formerly Black Springs) is shown for inclusion in the sphere of influence; that the

Pl anni ng Conmmi ssi on conducted a 6-hour workshop to review the policies in order to reach a decision as there have been conflicting
nmessages about this; and that they felt they did not have a responsive business and that it was best to get in the sphere of

i nfluence. She informed the Board of all the steps taken in this and stated that they gave themthe opportunity to nake the

deci sion to be annexed on a voluntary basis.

Washoe County Legal Counsel Jim Barnes, in response to an inquiry, stated that the whol e area would have to be annexed and not
just sone of the area. In response to Conmi ssioner Bond, Ms. Brekhus stated that Policy 13 in the Joint Plan would prevent the
City from maki ng annexation involuntary in that area.

She stated that the subcommittee spent lots of tine on the slope stabilization where it was 15 to 20 percent; that another area is
that the cities want to protect the northern entrance; and that the gateway has been marred, but the efforts to enhance that view
shoul d be included. She addressed jurisdictional cooperation in this, which nmust be nmaintained with respect to this plan, which
was initiated at the regional |evel.

She noted that with relationship to inplenentation, if the governing bodies decide to adopt the plan this evening, the City is

al l owed under NRS to administer devel opnment regul ations to those properties within the sphere of influence. In regard to the G and
Vi ew Terrace voluntary annexation, in response to Chairman Gall oway, she advised that it is her understanding that the subdivision
as a whole woul d be annexed and i ndividual properties would not be taken. Legal counsels for both entities agreed with this. In
response to Commi ssi oner Bond, assurance was given that the City of Reno cannot unilaterally change that.

A di al og between John Hester, City of Reno Planning Director, and Chairnman Gall oway ensued concerning the process to be taken in
the final action by both entities. Chairman Gall oway stated that there may be sone di sagreenent between the two entities and

per haps i ndependent action by each entity would need to be taken on mnor issues. City of Reno Legal Counsel M| ner advised that
t he whol e process would have to be redone so that a distinction could be nade on that.

Counci | man Doyl e i nquired why Grand View Terrace is the only area that will be annexed voluntarily since there are al so Anderson
Acres and Horizon Hills to consider. M. Hester stated that they are representing the joint decision of both planning comm ssions
on this plan and what affected their decisions is hard to say but this recommendati on canme from both planning comr ssions. He
noted that properties on three sides of Grand View Terrace were clearly designated to go into the City of Reno without opposition
fromanyone in those areas, and it was determ ned that |ogically, Gand View Terrace should go in. He then addressed sonme concerns
of Anderson Acres concerning density and al so Horizon Hills regarding the creation of annexed islands, which both entities are
trying to avoid. He explained more fully for the benefit of Councilman Doyle with the aid of a map.

Chai rman Gal |l oway noted that NRS does allow the creation of large islands. In response to Council man Doyle, M. Al bright stated
that they do not know the popul ation in Anderson Acres, but there are roughly 40-50 parcels and only approxinmately 10 to 15
exi sting honmesites, and the vast mpjority i s undevel oped.

Commi ssi oner Bond stated that npst about Forest Service |and.

Counci | man Hascheff asked for clarification on how nmany properties in Grand View Terrace woul d be needed to give consent in order
to annex. M. Hester said that if any one property owner would want to do that, not everyone would be tied to that, but if
everyone but one wanted to annex, that one could hold it up if it did not fall within the 51% needed. Ms. Al bright stated that the
way this policy is worded, it would allow annexation by individual property owners, but the intent is to have 51% of the



nei ghbor hood desirous of being annexed.

In response to Comn ssioner Short, M. Hester advised that there are three different annexation nethods and statutes. Lega

Counsel JimBarnes said that if it is not conpletely voluntary, 51% of the property owners nust agree to annexation. City of Reno
Legal Counsel M Iner said that that is not what was intended and that maybe we need to clarify the intention of the Commi ssion and
the Council for purposes of this matter. Council man Hascheff comented that anyone in the area could voluntarily annex their own
parcel as the policy is clear on that and would pertain even if it was surrounded.

M. Hester stated that if they could voluntarily do that, they could conme in a parcel at a tinme, parcel nunmber by parcel numnber,
and that is not in the annexation program

Counselor MIner said that the creation of an island by one property owner would be avoided by a refusal to the property owner to
not accept the annexation. Council man Herndon presented his views on this and said that he has a big problemw th 51% of the
property owners being allowed to decide for the other 49% Councilman Doyl e noted that there are needs specific to the area and
menti oned water and the Alturas mtigation funds that were spent. M. Hester explained that they were putting forth issues, sone
related to water and their Alturas funding, and their forenost concern was with the water system which now has | ow pressure. It
was noted for the record that there were about 40 present out of the Grand View Terrace popul ati on of 56 honmes at one of the
nmeetings M. Hester attended, and sone nmay have been froma different mtigation group

Conmmi ssi oner Bond suggested that |anguage be provided to nake it clear that, if Grand View Terrace renmains in the Sphere of

I nfluence, 51% of that conmmunity nust be willing to be annexed, as she opposes parcel by parcel annexation. Legal Counsel M| ner
advi sed that that would not be a substantive change but rather an explanation of what the intention of this |anguage was. Lega
Counsel Barnes said he agrees that this is setting forth the | anguage to acconplish the intent. In response to Council man Doyle's
comment that this is not her main issue, Council man Herndon suggested that this be further discussed after the public portion of
t he neeting.

Conmmi ssi oner Galloway then called for public comrent.

Lori Bushey, 463 Oregon Boul evard, Reno, advised that she owns property on Lemmon Drive which is a triangular piece; that she did
not get notices on this issue until April when a friend i nforned her and she then becane very active; and that she testified that
she does want to be in the Sphere of Influence. It was pointed out that the |ist used for mailing purposes nust have been an old

one. Ms. Bushey stated that she has been on the nmailing list in the Assessor's office since May of 1998 and for sone reason that

was not used in the notice process. She was advi sed that the Assessor's office nade the database available sone tinme ago and they
can be as nuch behind as a nmonth on their records.

Vi ce Mayor Newberg explored the possibility of including her in the Sphere of Influence because of the size of her property. She
was further advised concerning the difficulty with sending this back to the Regional Pl anning Conmm ssion, which would have to be
done. Legal Counsel Mlner said this could be done if there was an appropriate boundary, but there nay be conplaints from ot her
property owners. It was noted that this is a small triangular parcel, and foll ow ng nore discussion, Dean Diederich, Planning
Manager, Washoe County Conmunity Devel opnent, advised that Washoe County staff would not agree that this could be done at this
time since the property is fully contained in the flood plain, which is why the property is currently designated general rural
and equally inportant, right at the pencil tip of this small property is the 7-11 property which is well identified with that
Lenmon Val l ey comunity, and he would have to jog that 7-11 property out or bring it into the City but then there would be an

i ssue of clarity of boundaries, considering that the City and County interface there. He suggested that it would be appropriate as
part of the annual review, to sponsor the amendnent for this to be considered, and with respect to the two legal nminds, it was
felt that when tal king about a sphere line anmendnent, it needs to be sent to the Regional Planning Comm ssion

Greg Evangel atos, Principal, FP&E Engi neering/ Pl anning, representing the Hoover-Echevery properties consisting of approximtely 33
acres in the proposed Sphere of Influence concurred with the recommendation of staff. He stated that there is a lot of work with
peni nsul as that are essentially surrounded on three sides by the City of Reno, and the suburban designation reflects what is both
to the north and to the east in terns of an urban designation, and south is the Tholl Road area, nmore rural, and therefore the one



to three unit designation is proper

He then addressed the issue relating to the preservation of the existing viewshed on Peavine Muntain as a policy noting that he
woul d approach this with caution as it may override existing |and use rules and regul ations, noting that, if there is a bl ocking
of a viewshed, and a requirenent mandating a reduction in height by sone magnitude of one-half, that would deviate from current
policy in treating everyone fairly and equitably. He noted that on the other hand, the viewshed nust be considered, and as a
private consultant, it would generate nore work and thought on their part. He then cited sonme of the areas that could be
considered to include a little bit of latitude in the enforcenent of that.

Chairman Galloway inquired if there would be a difference concerning the planning for new devel opnent where the owners knew what
the view woul d be when they bought it where those owners nore interior in a subdivision would not have. M. Evangel at os advi sed
that to a degree that is correct, that this is somewhat subjective, although it is probably workable, but he believes as far as

| and use is concerned, properties in a zoning district should be treated into the future in a sinmlar fashion, rather than
establishing new benchmarks. He noted that the height limtation of 30 feet is now 20 feet and it is challenging to exercise
caution on how this should be applied. In response to Chairman Galloway inquiring if applying for a variance m ght take care of
this, Ms. Brekhus stated that she cannot speak definitively whether or not the variance procedure would allow sonmething like this
because it is outside the code. She pointed out that there is only one area in the planning area where this could occur, and that
the other applicants who were representing other property owners in this area, did not oppose this. She added that people on
5-acre size parcels had a series of neetings with Melissa Lindell representing sonme properties north of M. Evangel atos' clients,
which resulted in this policy.

Tom Hay, 9756 North Virginia Street, congratul ated staff on the wonderful job, hard work, and cooperation. He stated that he has
not gotten any services fromhis |arge tax assessnent out where he lives fromthe County and he is for annexation. He stated that
the winters are particularly hard as he does not have good access. He inquired concerning the tinme constraints in applying for
annexation, how much it will cost him and if he can apply for industrial zoning since he is within the sphere. He noted that tine
is of the essence as his property is being foreclosed on. Bill Thomas, Summt Engi neering, spoke concerning the street-front signs
i ssue, and advi sed that he represents George and Deni se Hardi ng and Ji m Segal who own about 50 acres on the north end of the
corridor and al so 20 property owners on 500 acres, all who are in support of the plan. He stated that his problemis that the
maxi mum hei ght of 8 feet is too restrictive and not realistic, and he wants sonething nore reasonable than that. He then addressed
the placenment of utilities underground stating that this should be defined nore clearly and asked that that be set aside until the
regional core committee is done, or that the mnimumdefinition of 25KV or | ess be placed underground, and above that, a specia
use permt be required, which is the current practice in both the City and County. He stated that a plan had originally been
submtted for a mninmum of 500 plus acres which was included in this joint corridor study, and that they had asked for the Flagg
property to be urban and al so for the Buck property, which has nultiple designations. In response to Council man Herndon, he

advi sed that changing the word "shall" to "should" would allow an exception to the rule.

O lie Wstbrook, 345 Westhbrook Lane, located in Grand View Terrace, conplained that several people were not notified of the
annexation i ssue and the change of |and use designation. He suggested that a survey be done of the people who live in Grand View
Terrace to see if there is a 51% favor for this process and that every property owner be included, even if a door-to-door survey
nmust be done. In response to Council man Doyle, he stated that when the water systemwas installed, there were 63 service lines so
that woul d be the nunber of homes in Grand View Terrace, and in response to Council man Herndon, M. Westbrook said that this is
desi gnated as an unofficial subdivision. M. Hester stated that this is the Gand View Terrace General |nprovenent District.

Gary Feero, 8275 Chippewa, a nenber of the North Valleys Citizen Advisory Board, informed the Board that 75% of a genera

i mprovenent district has to vote on an issue or for any other political subdivision to take that over, which is a trenendous
representation of what the feeling is. He advised that he has seen a petition signed by 80% of the people that they do not want to
have their water district taken over. He addressed other issues and said that a |ot nore work needs to go into how to get things
runni ng, particularly in inform ng the people of Gand View Terrace concerning their water quantity, and posed the possibility of
setting a specific date down the road when this will be acconplished.

M. Hester pointed out that there is no intent by the City in taking the water system of Grand View Terrace and they do not need



to have that as a concern. He added that the city is not in the water business and they are reading the policy on annexation as
acquiring 100 percent as they believe in this area that is what it is, and if it is the desire to change that to 51% there is no
problemwi th that. It was noted that Anderson Acres and Horizon Hills are out of the sphere. Legal Counsel MIner stated that this
is correct.

For point of clarification, Robert Sellman, Washoe County Director of Comrunity Devel opnent, noted that the policy on annexation
is being read as voluntary to require 100% agreenent by every owner that wants to annex in order to get into the City within just
this one area, and the 51%rule applies to everyone within the sphere of influence, and if this Board wants it to be 51%in Grand
Vi ew Terrace, then they have to meke that change. A discussion then ensued concerning this and other things that need to be worked
out and the possibility of taking Grand View Terrace out of the sphere. Councilman Doyl e said she believes there are other issues
to be hashed out before a notion can be made and explored the possibility of sending this back to the Regional Planning
Conmi ssi on.

Commi ssi oner Gal |l oway cl osed the public hearing.
Vi ce Mayor Newberg called for a motion for the City of Reno. On notion by Council man Herndon, seconded by Council man Hascheff,

which notion duly carried with Council man Doyle voting "no," Gand View Terrace was identified as a sphere of influence on a
voluntary basis, to be annexed only if 51% of the property owners are in support thereof.

Counci | man Doyl e commented that Grand View Terrace residents feel |ike they are being railroaded and that enough effort was not
made to notify them of the intent. Council man Herndon had indicated earlier in the neeting that he would prefer that in many
i nstances in the Plan he would like the word "shall" to be changed to "should" to nake it less restrictive. Comi ssioner Gall oway

suggested that they pass it the way it is and ask that certain things be re-exanmined with a view toward a possi bl e anmendnent.
Conmmi ssi oner Shaw said that he woul d not support the change suggested by Council man Herndon as it woul d change the North Valleys
Pl an whi ch has been adopted.

Commi ssi oner Bond then nmade a notion to anend the notion to state that this would be done with the assurance that any annexation
has to be voluntary, which cannot be changed or nodified by this plan, and further that if the property owners in the G and View
Terrace area decide they want to be annexed, owners of 51% of the total property owners have to agree.

M. Hester then read the definition of mpjority in State |law as foll ows:

Majority of property owners is defined in a territory as the owners of real property whose conbined value is greater than 50% of
the total value of real property in the territory as determ ned by assessnents for taxation and whose conbined area is greater
than 50% of the total area of the territory excluding | ands held by public bodies. He commented that what this is is assessed
property value of an area versus people, but if you wish to vary fromthe State |aw definition, that could certainly be done. In
response to Conmmi ssioner Short's suggestion that Grand View Terrace be renmoved fromthe sphere, Council nenbers reiterated that
that would create an island and the policy is to avoid that.

M. Westbrook noted that there is a property owner, Dutch Cook, who owns nore than the other property owners within the District
but has other plans for his property and is |ocated east of the original subdivision |lines, and he has been getting his water
service fromthe District through the previous owner. He noted that in the new water system M. Cook was included so he could
continue getting water service fromthe District. Comm ssioner Bond stated that she wants her notion to include individua
property owners regardl ess of how nuch property they own.

The notion was seconded by Comn ssioner Shaw, and duly carried by a unani nous vote of the Board of County Conmi ssioners.
Foll owi ng a notion duly made, seconded, and carried, Council man Hascheff noved to amend the previous notion as stated above for

annexation of Grand View Terrace by 51% of the property owners volunteering to do so, as nade by Conm ssioner Bond above, which
noti on was seconded by Council man Herndon and carried with Council man Doyl e voting "no."



Chai rman Gal | oway asked for definitions fromstaff itens which need to be | ooked at for minor changes. Council man Her ndon
present ed nunmerous anmendrments and cited the pages and policy nunbers. Comr ssioner Bond said that her understandi ng of why these
particul ar design standards are in this planis that it was a joint effort between the two staffs to hold the integrity sonmewhat
of the North Valleys Plan, and that is why the wording is in there, and she advised that she will not vote to approve that every
"shall" in the plan be replaced with "should." Council man Herndon stated that rather than approve this plan, that it be sent back
because he is concerned that the restrictions nmay constitute an inverse condemati on. The Chairman requested an opinion fromthe
two | egal counsel s concerning whether anything in the plan as it presently reads would do that. Legal Counsel Barnes stated that
it does not, and Legal Counsel M I ner stated that anyone can file an inverse condemmation action as it is, and that he is
confident that, if this should occur here, it could successfully be defended because it is a reasonable standard and wi thout the
use of "shall" it would not be a standard.

Chai rman Gal |l oway then asked Council man Herndon to cite the rest of the sections he had a problemw th, so that a vote could be
taken if that will be approved by sufficient nenbers to be accepted. He cited additional ones. Chairmn Gall oway advi sed that
these are too nmany and that he woul d have been willing to send back those where public testinmony canme forward with a direction to
| ook at them Commi ssioner Shaw, in the spirit of conpromise, said that he would Ilike to hear fromstaff to explain why the word
"shall" is used instead of "should."

Ms. Brekhus stated that the North Valleys Area Plan included the use of "shall," and is very typical in |Iong range plans as an
acceptabl e practice, and that use was continued in order to carry a little nore strength. Counselor MIner noted that in Nevada
"shall" is mandatory practice and neans you nmust conply and "shoul d" nmeans if you want to conply with the standard, it is a nice

i dea but not nandatory.

Chai rman Gal |l oway then suggested a nmotion, and in accordance therew th, Conm ssioner Bond noved that those things related to the
undergrounding of utilities, the size of signage, the issue on the blockage and preservation of views be reviewed and reconsi dered
for change or inclusion in the Reno-Stead Corridor Joint Plan. Commi ssioner Short seconded the notion, and in clarification

t hereof, Chairman Galloway stated that this will be | ooked at by Regional Planning at the next avail able anendnent cycle, and upon
call for the question, the notion was adopted unani nously by the County Conmi ssion.

Vi ce Mayor Newberg expressed his understanding that these suggested considerations are to be carved out and the rest approved and
then sent back to the respective planning comr ssions for discussion and correction. Chairman Gall oway stated that, according to
| egal counsel, only part of the plan approval could not be done.

M. Hester cited NRS 278.220(4) which states as foll ows:

No change in or addition to the Master Plan or any part thereof as adopted by the Planning Comr ssion shall be nade by the
governing body in adopting the same until the proposed change or addition shall have been referred to the Planning Conm ssion for
a report thereon and an attested copy of the report shall have been filed with the governing body. Failure of the planning

commi ssion so to report within 40 days or such |longer period as nmay be designated by the governing body, after such reference
shall be deened to be approval of the proposed change or addition

He commented that staff menbers feel that what this says is action cannot be taken on part of the plan that you did not send back
and therefore this joint body nust either approve the plan with the request that this be reviewed in the future, or alternatively,
not approve the plan. Legal Counsel M I ner agreed. Chairnman Galloway then stated concerns in sending it back as it is advantageous
to approve the greater good and then go back to the amendi ng process, although there is a tinme del ay.

Counci | man Doyl e stated that her problemis the particular itens and how that can be acconplished in 40 days and she does not see
why that can't wait and that she wants this sent back. Council man Hascheff said that he would be for approving the plan inits
entirety and follow that with the Regional Plan Anendnment process. The time constraints involved were discussed and Chairnman
Gal |l oway stated that design related i ssues do not have to go back to the Regional Planning Conmm ssion anyway and that both

pl anni ng commi ssions need to agree that they will pass the same changes. M. Hester said that the issues of the Flagg, Bushey, and



Buck properties could be done through a plan anmendnent.

Counci | man Hascheff said that he thought it would be nore efficient to approve the plan and then take the "carve outs" and ask the
regi onal planning comission to review those again.

M. Diederich outlined the options available in finalizing this today and the tine elenent involved with referring this back to
the Pl anning Commi ssions. He said that he agrees with M. Hester in that he does not believe 40 days will be enough time for them
to come back with different conclusions. He respectfully disagreed with Council man Doyle as a reflex vote on the Flagg and Buck
properties noting that those areas are of nmjor contention between those planning conm ssions and it was a delicate bal ance to
come up with the resolved reconmendati on, especially the one property i mediately adjoining Horizon Hills. He stated that he
believes on the majority of the issues, the sanme response would be forthcom ng in the 40 days.

M. Hascheff stated that if there is a lot of give and take in this, he believes it would be a m stake to unwi nd that negotiation
process. M. Diederich stated that with regard to the fine distinction between "shalls" and "shoulds," and that with regard to
including "shalls" in the North Valleys Area Plan, it was still possible to have the Alturas Power corridor placed there. He used
this to verify that there remains a degree of flexibility as ultimately this is policy | anguage and a determnation to the
contrary is allowed.

Counci | man Hascheff then asked, if Reno were to follow the notion the County has just nmade to approve the plan in its entirety,
what direction could they give the Planning Conmission to fix the issues. M. Diederich suggested that both planning conm ssions
be directed to report back within four or six nonths with specific reconmendati ons with | anguage changes to be consi dered as
anmendnents to address these points raised. Chairman Gall oway said that possibly their notion could be anmended to address the
design issues and report back within the next six nonths.

City of Reno

Counci | man Hascheff nade a notion to adopt the Reno-Stead Corridor Joint plan, a designated joint planning area in its entirety
with specific direction to staff to deal with the signage issue that was brought forth as well as the utility corridor and the
view issues with a report to be given at the next Regional Governing Board neeting, if possible, and a report fromthe respective
pl anni ng commri ssions no later than 6 nonths as to how to deal with those specific issues, along with endorsenent and execution of
the Resol ution of Adoption. Council man Herndon seconded the notion

Counci | man Doyl e mentioned for the record her disconfort with the potential of Lemmon Drive being twelve |anes, and Conm ssi oner
Bond nentioned the Pyram d H ghway potential of sixteen, and this plan puts Stead at eight. Council man Doyl e stated that this
traffic flow for the next fifteen years will keep both of them busy. Vice Mayor Newberg called for the question, and the notion
carried unaninmously. It was further ordered under the same notion, second, and vote that the Reno Master Plan incorporating the
Reno- Stead Corridor Joint Plan as an el enent of the master plan be adopted and that the Resolution of Adoption as required by NRS
278.220 be endorsed and execut ed.

Washoe County

On notion by Conmm ssioner Bond, seconded by Commi ssioner Shaw, which notion duly carried, Chairnman Galloway ordered that the
noti on made previously be reconsidered.

In conformance with the City of Reno action taken above, on notion by Commi ssioner Bond, seconded by Comni ssioner Shaw, which
notion duly carried, Chairman Gall oway ordered that the Reno-Stead Corridor Joint plan, a designated joint planning area in its
entirety be adopted with specific direction to staff to deal with the signage issue that was brought forth as well as the utility
corridor and the view issues, with a report to be given at the next Regional Governing Board neeting, if possible, and a report
fromthe respective planning comrissions no later than 6 nonths as to howto deal with those specific issues, along with

endor senent and execution of the Resol ution of Adoption.



It was further ordered that Case No. CPA99-NV-1, the anended North Valleys Area Plan, to reflect the textual and graphic changes
in response to the Reno Stead Corridor Joint Plan be adopted and the Resol ution of Adoption as required by NRS 278.220, be
endor sed and execut ed.

* K *x * * *x * * * * *

The following is the Resolution as acted on by both entities in their notions above:
JO NT RESCLUTION OF THE RENO CI TY COUNCI L AND THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMM SSI ONERS ADOPTI NG THE RENO- STEAD CORRI DOR JO NT PLAN

WHEREAS, Section 278.150 and 278.210, Nevada Revised Statutes, specifies that the City of Reno Planni ng Conm ssion nmay
prepare and adopt a master plan for all or any part of the City of Reno, subject to Reno City Council approval, and the
Washoe County Pl anni ng Conmi ssion may prepare and adopt a master plan for all or any part of the County, subject to
County Conm ssion approval ;

WHEREAS, The Truckee Meadows Regi onal Plan identifies the RENO STEAD CORRI DOR JO NT PLAN as a part of the City of Reno
Master Pl an and the Washoe County Conprehensive Plan - North Valleys Area Plan and, further, NRS 278.02784 and 278. 02786
speci fy the purpose and procedure for the adoption of a joint plan consistent with the Truckee Meadows Regi onal Pl an

WHEREAS, The City of Reno Pl anni ng Comm ssion and the Washoe County Pl anni ng Conmm ssion have found that the RENO STEAD
CORRI DOR JO NT PLAN, a part of the Reno Master Plan and the amended Washoe County Conprehensive Plan - North Valleys
Area Plan, provide a |long-termgeneral plan for the devel opnment of the City of Reno and Washoe County including the
subject matter currently deenmed appropriate for inclusion in the City of Reno Master Plan and the Washoe County
Conprehensive Plan - North Valleys Area Pl an

WHEREAS, NRS 278. 02784 specifies that the RENO STEAD CORRI DOR JO NT PLAN shall be submitted to the Regional Pl anning
Commi ssion for review of conformance with the Truckee Meadows Regi onal Plan pursuant to NRS 278.028; and, further, that
a public hearing on review of conformance of the RENO STEAD CORRI DOR JO NT PLAN, with the Truckee Meadows Regi onal Pl an
was held on June 23, 1999, and the Regional Planning Commi ssion found that the RENO STEAD CORRI DOR JO NT PLAN, was in
conformance with and pronotes the goals and policies of the Truckee Meadows Regi onal Pl an

WHEREAS, The City of Reno Pl anni ng Comm ssion, the Washoe County Pl anni ng Comr ssion and the Regi onal Pl anning

Commi ssi on have submitted the RENO STEAD CORRI DOR JO NT PLAN, a part of the Reno Master Plan and the anended Washoe
County Conprehensive Plan - North Valleys Area Plan, to the City Council of the City of Reno, Nevada, and the Board of
County Conmi ssioners of Washoe County, Nevada, for approval and adoption;

WHEREAS, Pursuant to NRS 278.02786(5), a joint public hearing on the adoption of the RENO STEAD CORRI DOR JO NT PLAN, a
part of the Reno Master Plan and the anended Washoe County Conprehensive Plan - North Valleys Area Plan, was held on
July 8, 1999, by the City Council of the City of Reno, Nevada, and the Board of County Conm ssioners of Washoe County,
Nevada;

WHEREAS, Under the provisions of NRS 278.220, the City Council of the City of Reno, Nevada and the Board of County
Commi ssi oners of Washoe County, Nevada find that the RENO STEAD CORRI DOR JO NT PLAN, a part of the Reno Master Pl an and
t he amended Washoe County Conprehensive Plan - North Valleys Area Plan, conserve and pronote the public health, safety
and general welfare; and

WHEREAS, The RENO STEAD CORRI DOR JO NT PLAN, an elenent of the Reno Master Plan and the anmended Washoe County
Conprehensive Plan - North Valleys Area Plan, are the desired pattern and guide for the orderly physical growth and
devel opnent of the Reno-Stead Corridor based on the projected population growh, with the | east anobunt of natura
resource inpairnent, and the efficient expenditure of funds for public services; now, therefore, it is hereby



RESOLVED, BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RENO, NEVADA, AND THE BOARD OF COUNTY COWM SSI ONERS OF WASHOE COUNTY,

NEVADA, That the Council and Board do hereby adopt and endorse the RENO STEAD CORRI DOR JO NT PLAN, a part of the Reno

Master Pl an and the anended Washoe County Conprehensive Plan - North Valleys Area Plan, to serve as a guide for the
orderly growth and devel opnent of the City of Reno, Nevada, and of Washoe County, Nevada;

AND BE | T FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City Council of the City of Reno, Nevada, and the Board of County Conmi ssioners of
Washoe County, Nevada, do hereby agree and direct that any amendments to the RENO STEAD CORRI DOR JO NT PLAN, a part of

the Reno Master Plan and the amended Washoe County Conprehensive Plan - North Valleys Area Plan, must be approved by

both the City of Reno Planning Comm ssion and the Washoe County Pl anni ng Conm ssion before being forwarded for adoption

to the Council and Board.
8:15 p.m
The neeting of July 8, 1999 adjourned.
Bill Newberg, Vice Mayor, City of Reno
ATTEST:
Don Cook, City of Reno Clerk
Jim Gal | oway, Chairman, County Conmi ssion
ATTEST:
Any Harvey, Washoe County Cl erk
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